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Abstract  Studies  of  the  relationship  between  employee  training  and  outcomes  at  the  company
level, in  general,  do  not  produce  conclusive  results.  The  objective  of  this  paper  is  to  analyze
the drivers  and  outcomes  of  managers  training.  Drawing  on  institutional  and  economic-rational
perspectives,  this  research  explores  the  reasons  why  ﬁrms  train  their  managers  and  which
outcomes  improve  in  response  to  training,  to  explain  the  ambiguity  of  the  training  effect  on
performance.
To achieve  the  main  objective,  an  empirical  study  was  carried  out  on  374  Spanish  ﬁrms.
Findings support  the  idea  that  managers  training  is  driven  by  institutional  forces,  particularly
normative  and  mimetic  forces,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  by  competitive  factors.  That  implies
two different  kinds  of  outcome  are  achieved  by  training  managers:  organizational  legitimacy
improves  as  well  as  organizational  performance.
While  previous  studies  focus  on  the  rational  economic  side  of  the  training--outcome  relation-
ship, this  paper  aims  to  show  the  importance  of  the  institutional  forces  in  this  relationship,
looking at  drivers  and  outcomes  and  so  providing  further  explanations  of  the  effect  of  trainingperformance on performance.
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Introduction
From  a  general  perspective,  there  is  agreement  on  the  key
role  that  training  plays  in  organizations.  Consequently,  it
has  been  and  is  the  subject  of  extensive  research  that  has
focused  on  training  as  a  tool  for  the  development  of  human
capital,  so  that  organizations  have  increasing  access  to  peo-
ple  with  valuable  knowledge  and  unique  and  inimitable  skills
(Barney,  1991)  that  enable  them  to  achieve  sustainable  com-
petitive  advantage  (Koch  and  MacGrath,  1996),  so  that  they
can  obtain  higher  economic  rents  and,  ultimately,  enhance
organizational  results.
In this  line  of  research,  there  are  many  studies  that
have  tried  to  examine  the  relationship  between  training
and  organizational  results  empirically,  using  either  objec-
tive  measures  (Bartel,  1994;  Black  and  Lynch,  1996;  Huselid
et  al.,  1997;  Barrett  and  O’Connell,  2001;  Úbeda,  2005;
Ghebregiorgis  and  Karsten,  2007;  Nikandrou  et  al.,  2008),
or  subjective  measures  (Amhad  and  Schroeder,  2003;  Jerez-
Gómez  et  al.,  2004;  Úbeda,  2005;  Vlachos,  2008)  in  an  effort
to  conﬁrm  the  positive  impact  of  training  on  organizational
outcomes,  although  the  results  have  not  always  been  con-
clusive.
Most  studies  analyzing  the  effect  of  staff  training  at
the  organizational  level  do  not  differentiate  between  dif-
ferent  groups  of  workers.  However,  the  study  of  managers
training  may  be  more  relevant  to  organizational  outcomes,
due  to  its  strategic  nature  and  the  particular  contribu-
tion  it  can  make  to  the  generation  and  maintenance  of
business  competitiveness  (Araujo  et  al.,  2006).  Although
there  are  certain  aspects  of  managers  training  that  create
uncertainty  regarding  the  impact  on  outcome  indicators,
in  particular  the  lack  of  a  direct  relationship  between
managers  training  and  productivity  and  income  generation,
managers  training  is  important  for  creating  unique  organi-
zational  capabilities  that  are  difﬁcult  to  replace,  through
change  management  or  the  spread  of  a  culture  of  learn-
ing  and  training  for  all  employees  (Mabey,  2004),  which
makes  the  study  of  managers  training  particularly  rele-
vant.
However,  the  literature  provides  no  conclusive  empiri-
cal  evidence  of  the  positive  impact  of  employee  training
indicators  (whether  of  managers  or  not)  on  organizational
outcomes  (productivity,  quality,  ﬁnancial  performance,
etc.).  This  leads  us  to  deepen  the  search  for  alternative
explanations  for  the  fact  that  the  economic  beneﬁts,  which
from  a  theoretical  point  of  view  are  associated  with  training,
do  not  always  show  up  in  the  corresponding  improvement  in
performance  indicators.
Some  works  point  to  the  need  to  include  contextual
factors  to  explain  the  relationship  between  HR  prac-
tices  and  organizational  outcomes  (Gooderham  et  al.,
1999;  Paauwe,  2004;  Stavrou  and  Brewster,  2005;  Paauwe
and  Boselie,  2003,  2007;  Boselie,  2009).  This  approach
examines  the  relationship  between  training  and  organi-
zational  outcomes,  while  suggesting  that  it  is  necessary
to  undertake  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  reasons  that
lead  companies  to  train  their  staff  (managers  and  non-
managers).
In  addition,  some  reviews  of  the  study  of  the  effects  of
human  resource  practices,  including  training  and  its  positive
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ffect  on  organizational  results,  suggest  that  the  problems
rising  from  the  weaknesses  of  the  theoretical  framing  of
his  relationship  have  been  underestimated  (Fleetwood  and
esketh,  2006),  to  the  extent  that  they  cannot  properly
rame  empirical  studies,  while  indicating  the  need  for  alter-
ative  theoretical  contributions  (Priem  and  Butler,  2001;
oxall  and  Purcell,  2003;  Boselie  et  al.,  2005).
On  the  basis  of  these  considerations,  this  paper  describes
 study  of  the  relationship  between  managers  training  and
ts  effect  on  the  results  from  a  broader  point  of  view,  taking
nto  account  elements  that  complement  the  strictly  rational
conomic  framework  that  is  normally  considered.  This  anal-
sis  incorporates  contextual  and  social  factors  in  the  study
f  the  relationship  to  extend  the  framework  of  study,  asking
hether  companies  take  such  elements  into  account  when
aking  decisions  about  the  conduct  of  training  programs,
s  well  as  responding  to  competitive  pressures,  and  if  may
mprove  legitimacy,  in  addition  to  improving  organizational
esults.
Moreover,  the  lack  of  studies  that  conﬁrm  the  effect  of
he  training  of  managers  on  results  at  the  organizational
evel  empirically  (Collins  and  Holton,  2004) is  an  additional
actor  which  inspires  us  to  focus  our  analysis  on  managers,
specially  given  the  potential  of  management  education  and
raining  to  transform  organizational  performance  (Araujo
t  al.,  2006) and  the  strategic  nature  of  managers  training,
ue  to  the  multiplier  effect  that  may  increase  the  impact
f  their  development  on  the  whole  organization  (Landeta
t  al.,  2007).
Therefore,  the  current  study  combines  the  principles
f  institutional  theory  and  an  economic-rational  approach
n  order  to  search  for  the  reasons  behind  decisions  to
mplement  managers  training  programs  and  the  analysis
ncorporates  the  inﬂuence  of  factors  such  as  institutional
ressures  --  coercive,  normative  and  mimetic  --  that  go
eyond  the  purely  economic  pursuit  of  results,  involving  the
ursuit  of  other  goals  such  as  legitimacy,  both  within  the
rganization  and  externally,  and  the  extent  to  which  this
ay  inﬂuence  or  explain  organizational  results.  Providing
his  new  approach,  which  contrasts  with  those  traditionally
sed,  as  well  as  providing  a  broader  explanation  for  the  con-
uct  of  training  activities,  will  be  useful  to  all  the  actors
nvolved  in  the  training  process.
To  set  out  our  explanation,  the  present  work  is  divided
nto  four  sections.  In  the  ﬁrst,  we  review  the  empirical  lit-
rature  on  management  training  and  organizational  results,
nd,  based  on  the  principles  of  institutional  theory,  develop
he  hypotheses  that  are  to  be  tested.  In  particular,  this
aises  the  question  of  the  extent  to  which  institutional  and
ompetitive  pressures  inﬂuence  management  training,  and
hether  training  determines  the  type  of  results  obtained  by
he  company,  whether  legitimacy  or  efﬁciency,  and  whether
he  search  for  legitimacy  explains  the  effect  of  training  on
rganizational  result,  according  to  the  principles  of  institu-
ional  theory.
In  the  ‘‘Methodology’’  section  we  deal  with  research
ethodology  (sample,  statistical  procedure,  measurement
f  variables).  The  ‘‘Results’’  section  focuses  on  results,
nding  with  the  ‘‘Discussion  and  conclusions’’  section
hich  provides  a  discussion  of  the  results  and  conclu-
ions.
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heory and hypotheses
he  economic-rational  perspective
o  study  employee  training  there  is  no  single  theoretical
ramework  (Tharenou  et  al.,  2007),  and  this  applies  equally
o  the  training  of  managers  (Landeta  et  al.,  2009),  although
he  ﬁeld  is  dominated  by  theoretical  approaches  that  share
 rational  economic  perspective  based  on  the  analysis  of
conomic-rational  factors  such  as  human  capital  and  the
esource  based-view  theory  (Boselie  et  al.,  2005),  which
mply  a  vision  of  training  in  terms  of  increasing  either  human
apital  or  capabilities.
Thus,  the  theory  of  human  capital  treats  training  as
n  investment  in  improving  the  skills  and  competencies  of
mployees  in  order  to  improve  their  productivity  and  there-
ore  the  results  of  the  ﬁrm  (Becker,  1983).  In  similar  terms,
he  resource  based-view  perspective  considers  that  prac-
ices  that  improve  the  development  of  human  resources  as
 source  of  knowledge,  where  training  plays  an  important
ole,  are  a  main  source  of  sustainable  competitive  advan-
age,  because  knowledge  is  valuable,  rare  and  difﬁcult  to
mitate  and  substitute  (Barney,  1991;  Wright  et  al.,  1994;
oxall,  1996;  Collins  and  Clark,  2003).
Empirical  conﬁrmation  of  these  positive  economic  per-
pectives  has  often  not  been  thought  necessary.  There  is
esearch  to  support  the  positive  effect  of  training  on  var-
ous  indicators  such  as  organizational  results,  productivity
Bartel,  1994;  Paul  and  Anantharaman,  2003;  Faems  et  al.,
005;  Zwick,  2006;  Birdi  et  al.,  2008),  or  global  indica-
ors  (Harel  and  Tzafrir,  1999;  Amhad  and  Schroeder,  2003;
atou  and  Budhwar,  2007;  Vlachos,  2008).  But  the  results
hat  are  produced  in  relation  to  productivity  are  both  weak
nd  ambiguous  (Koch  and  MacGrath,  1996),  and  this  is  also
he  case  for  global  indicators  (Kathri,  2000;  Apospori  et  al.,
008),  and  one  can  ﬁnd  studies  where  there  is  no  reported
ffect  of  training  on  productivity  (Black  and  Lynch,  1996;
abey  and  Ramirez,  2005;  Ordiz  and  Fernández,  2005),  or
ross  measures  of  company  results  (Campos  e  Cunha  et  al.,
003;  Audea  et  al.,  2005;  Ordiz  and  Fernández,  2005;  Van
erde  et  al.,  2008).
While  it  is  true  that  most  of  these  studies  refer  to  the
ffects  of  staff  training  as  a  whole,  the  conclusions  drawn
rom  the  few  studies  that  examine  the  effect  of  training  in
he  case  of  managers  (Mabey  and  Gooderham,  2005)  are  sim-
lar  (Burke  and  Day,  1986;  Collins  and  Holton,  2004).  Most  of
he  literature  focuses  on  conﬁrming  the  effect  of  the  train-
ng  of  managers  individually,  and  on  the  skills  they  acquired
King,  1993;  McEvoy,  1997;  Hunt  and  Baruch,  2003),  while
here  are  fewer  studies  at  the  organizational  level  (Collins
nd  Holton,  2004)  that  note  a  positive  effect  on  some  occa-
ions  on  outcome  indicators  such  as  quality  or  productivity
Fey  and  Björkman,  2001;  Aragón  et  al.,  2003;  Mabey  and
amirez,  2005),  and  little  or  no  effect  in  others  (Storey,
004;  Hunt  and  Baruch,  2003;  Landeta  et  al.,  2009).
Thus,  the  overall  picture  from  the  empirical  litera-
ure  on  the  relationship  between  managers  training  and
rganizational  performance,  does  not  always  conﬁrm  the
xpectations  of  a  positive  effect  on  the  organization.  The
ain  problem  is  that  there  are  no  general  conditions  in
hich  training  fails  to  improve  the  results  of  organizations,
t
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nd  therefore  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  why  training
ometimes  has  positive  effects  on  different  performance
ndicators  and  sometimes  does  not.
The  most  recent  reviews  of  the  literature  have  addressed
his  problem  by  reﬂecting  on  possible  causes  (Boselie  et  al.,
005;  Tharenou  et  al.,  2007),  among  which  methodologi-
al  problems  in  research  design  have  been  assessed  (Wright
t  al.,  2005;  Zwick,  2006).  However,  in  addition  to  the
ethodological  problems  and  limitations  of  speciﬁc  inves-
igations,  some  authors  point  to  other  causes.
Fleetwood  and  Hesketh  (2006,  2008)  question  the  the-
retical  framework  that  underlies  most  of  the  empirical
esearch  on  the  relationship  between  training  and  results,
escribing  it  as  ‘‘simplistic’’,  in  line  with  previous  stud-
es  which  highlight  the  weakness  of  the  approaches  used
Priem  and  Butler,  2001;  Boselie  et  al.,  2005),  and  propose
n  alternative  and  complementary  theoretical  approaches
o  deepen  the  understanding  of  organizational  behavior
Oliver,  1997).
Stavrou  and  Brewster  (2005)  and  Jayawarna  et  al.  (2007)
oint  to  the  need  to  introduce  other  aspects  into  the  analy-
is,  such  as  cultural  or  institutional  factors,  especially  in  an
ncertain  environment  in  which  organizations  are  subject
o  external  pressures  from  government  and  acceptance  of
ccreditation  standards  (Collins  and  Holton,  2004).
Jayawarna  et  al.  (2007)  highlight  the  lack  of  studies
nvestigating  the  reasons  why  companies  do  training,  and
athri  (2000)  points  out  to  the  possibility  of  a  mimetic
ehavior  in  incorporating  training  into  companies,  noting
hat  some  government  agencies  encourage  companies  to
ncorporate  practices  that  are  used  in  other  countries.
Landeta  et  al.  (2007)  in  their  work  on  management  train-
ng,  review  the  reasons  why  companies  train  their  managers,
uggesting  that  they  not  only  seek  to  increase  economic  efﬁ-
iency  but  also  seek  to  achieve  social  efﬁciency.  Thus,  it
eems  necessary  to  consider  factors  that  explain  the  train-
ng  of  managers  in  analyzing  the  relationship  of  training  with
rganizational  performance.
Following  this  line  of  argument,  and  following  the  prin-
iples  of  context-based  human  resource  theory  (Paauwe,
004),  we  propose  to  extend  the  purely  rational  eco-
omic  analysis  used  so  far  using  an  approach  that  gives
reater  weight  to  the  social  context  as  an  alternative  source
ustainable  competitive  advantage  for  companies.  In  this
ense,  institutional  theory  is  considered  a  valid  alternative
nd  complementary  approach  for  explaining  organizational
ehavior  (Oliver,  1997;  Boselie,  2009)  with  its  focus  on  insti-
utional  mechanisms,  which  is  particularly  appropriate  for
he  study  of  human  resources  (Wright  and  MacMahan,  1992;
ooderham  et  al.,  1999;  Paauwe  and  Boselie,  2003;  Boon
t  al.,  2009;  Pasamar  and  Valle,  2011),  and  may  help  to
nderstand  the  determinants  of  training.
This  approach  is  used  with  increasing  frequency  to
xplain  related  change  processes,  imitation  and  diffusion
f  organizational  practices  (Hagardon  and  Douglas,  2001)
nd  processes  of  human  resource  management  (Björkman
t  al.,  2007;  Farndale  and  Paauwe,  2007;  Boon  et  al.,  2009),
emonstrating  the  complementary  nature  of  the  approach
o  traditional  theories  of  organizational  behavior  (Oliver,
997;  Paauwe  and  Boselie,  2005;  Berrone  et  al.,  2007;
othenberg,  2007).
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Figure  1  Elements  of  the  institutional  approach.
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been  demonstrated  in  the  adoption  of  e-learning  systems
(Comacchio  and  Scapolan,  2004),  which  may  inﬂuence  the
decision  of  ﬁrms  to  train  their  managers.
2 The institutional pressures (coercive, normative and mimetic)
are social pressures from the environment, and as such inﬂuence
the decisions of companies about the implementation of training
quite independently of who is involved in the decision. However,
in the points that follow, although we start from a very general
theoretical perspective, we illustrate the inﬂuence of each pressureSource:  Own  elaboration.
The  institutional  perspective  and  institutional
pressures  for  training
Institutional  theory  provides  a  broader  view  by  introduc-
ing  a  new  social  perspective  in  which  the  consideration  of
other  institutional  actors  and  new  pressures  in  the  envi-
ronment  provide  different  motivations  for  organizational
behavior  besides  the  economic,  originating  in  external  social
pressures.  Institutional  theory  starts  from  the  premise  that
organizations  in  their  structures  reﬂect  socially  constructed
reality  (Meyer  and  Rowan,  1977),  so  that  when  the  environ-
ment  in  which  organizations  operate  is  highly  structured,  it
has  a  strong  inﬂuence  on  the  behavior  of  organizations  oper-
ating  in  it,  homogenizing  behavior  (DiMaggio  and  Powell,
1983)  (Fig.  1).
As  shown  in  Fig.  1,  this  perspective  involves  incorporating
new  elements  into  the  analysis  of  the  behavior  of  organi-
zations  that  have  hitherto  been  neglected,  including  some
external  actors,  cultural  values,  beliefs  and  symbols.  This
completes  the  range  of  the  objectives  that  organizations
have,  from  efﬁciency  to  legitimacy,  and  considers  that  the
behavior  of  organizations,  and  ultimately  their  survival,  is
largely  determined  by  the  social  context  and  the  pressures
that  exist  in  it.
This  is  because  organizations  organize  their  behavior  in
relation  to  the  values  and  standards  that  are  set  and  are
‘‘taken  for  granted’’  in  the  environment  in  which  they  oper-
ate,  seeking  the  approval  of  agents  in  the  environment  and
gaining  legitimacy.  That  is  why  legitimacy,  which  can  be
considered  to  be  consistency  between  organizational  values
and  socially  accepted  values  (Scott,  2001),  becomes  the  key
point  of  institutional  theory,  which  is  connected  to  the  way
in  which  organizations  seek  to  adapt  to  social  expectations
and  gain  acceptance,  because  acceptance  being  facilitates
the  success  and  survival  of  organizations  (Meyer  and  Rowan,
1977).
According  to  this  reasoning  and  the  deﬁnition  of
institutions  (Scott,  2001),  implementation  of  business
practices  and  human  resources  practices,  such  as  train-
ing,  can  respond  to  pressure  mechanisms  derived  from
the  institutional  structure  --  regulatory,  normative  and
o
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ognitive  --  whose  inﬂuence  can  shape  corporate  behavior
egarding  the  decision  to  train  managers.2
egulative  domain:  source  of  coercive  pressures
he  most  obvious  pressure  mechanism  that  is  introduced
y  institutional  theory  relates  to  the  regulation  of  corpo-
ate  behavior  through  explicit  regulatory  processes,  usually
stablished  by  an  authoritative  source,  with  associated  con-
rols  or  sanctions  (Scott,  2001).
The  existence  of  laws,  rules  and  regulations  established
y  the  State  and  the  Autonomous  Communities  and  monitor-
ng  to  ensure  compliance  and  the  imposition  of  sanctions  or
enalties  arising  from  noncompliance  inﬂuence  the  future
ehavior  of  organizations.  This  type  of  pressure,  coercive
n  nature,  involves  the  adoption  of  practices  to  conform  to
he  regulations,  usually  established  in  a  radical  way  through
overnment  mandate.
Organizations  whose  behavior  is  guided  by  the  search
or  legitimacy  take  precise  measures  to  comply  with  legally
equired  practices.  In  this  sense,  human  resource  practices
ften  stem  from  social  expectations  and  legislative  require-
ents  (Budhwar  and  Sparrow,  2002),  as  is  the  case  for
xpenditure  on  corporate  training  (Farndale  and  Paauwe,
007),  or  the  role  of  social  partners  such  as  trade  unions  or
orks  councils  (Paauwe,  2004).
In  Spain,  although  there  is  no  regulatory  pressures  that
ompels  the  implementation  of  training  programs  and  pun-
shes  a  failure  to  establish  them,  as  there  is  in  other
ountries  such  as  France,  there  is  some  coercive  pressure
rom  the  relevant  institutional  actors:  State,  Autonomous
ommunities  and  social  agents  (employers  and  unions).
First,  they  have  all  promoted  the  institutionalization  of
ontinuing  training  in  Spain,  starting  with  the  signing  of
uccessive  National  Continuing  Training  Agreements  (1993,
997,  2001),  which  are  reﬂected  in  the  reality  of  training,
nd  has  stimulated  an  increase  in  the  value  attached  to
raining,  which  is  considered  unquestionable  development
for  both  managers  and  non-managers)  and  thus  improves
he  efﬁciency  of  the  organization  practice.  This,  while  not
 legal  requirement,  has  worked  as  a  pressure  mechanism
avoring  the  dissemination  of  training,  inﬂuencing  the  deci-
ions  taken  by  companies  to  train  their  managers.
Second,  union  inﬂuence  is  observed  in  training  (Green
t  al.,  1999;  Booth  et  al.,  2003),  as  speciﬁed  in  the  articles
f  collective  agreements  describing  the  need  and  obligation
o  train  employees  as  a  fundamental  element  of  interest  to
he  organization.  This  form  of  bilateral  agreement  between
he  company  and  unions  is  considered  crucial  in  the  adoption
nd  use  of  business  practices  (Boselie  et  al.,  2003),  as  hasn the decision to provide management training in relation to the
ctual context of companies in Spain.
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Finally,  the  continuing  education  system  is  funded  by  an
bligation  to  contribute  0.7%,  described  as  an  investment
o  reduce  accidents  at  work  and  occupational  diseases.  To
ome  extent  this  implies  that  organizations  must  take  into
ccount  the  running  of  training  programs,  as  it  is  a practice
hat  they  are  compelled  to  spend  part  of  their  resources  on.
n  the  other  hand,  the  fact  that  the  European  Social  Fund
llocates  signiﬁcant  resources  to  ﬁnance  training  activities
s  the  primary  measure  to  increase  business  competitive-
ess,  has  been  a  major  support  for  the  legitimization  and
nstitutionalization  of  training  as  an  efﬁcient  and  necessary
ractice.
Based  on  these  considerations  we  posit  Hypothesis  1A:
ypothesis  1A.  Coercive  pressures,  resulting  from  national
greements  for  continuous  training,  collective  bargaining,
nion  inﬂuence  and  the  funding  system  for  training,  have
 positive  inﬂuence  on  the  implementation  of  training  pro-
rams  for  managers.
ormative  domain:  source  of  normative  pressures
ormative  pressures,  emanating  from  the  conception  of
ocially  desired  or  preferred  behaviors,  together  with  the
onstruction  of  comparative  criteria  or  standards,  build  reg-
latory  systems  that  describe  how  things  must  be  done
Scott,  2001).
The  construction  of  the  regulatory  system  in  the  insti-
utional  environment  comes  about  mainly  as  a  result  of
rofessionalization  (Greenwood  et  al.,  2002),  so  that  profes-
ional  associations,  consultants  and  certiﬁcation  programs
romote  the  establishment  of  certain  values,  norms  and
eliefs  among  organizations,  resulting  in  a  kind  of  normative
somorphism.
Thus,  the  process  of  forming  associations  of  human
esources  professionals  around  the  world  helps  to  establish
ommon  standards  for  the  importance  of  human  resource
ractices  (Farndale  and  Brewster,  2005),  and  promotes  the
iffusion  of  human  resource  practices,  such  as  staff  training.
ccording  to  Björkman  et  al.  (2007),  norms  and  rules  derived
rom  American  associations  (American  Society  for  Training
nd  Development  (ASTD)  and  Academy  of  Human  Resource
evelopment  (AHRD))  or  European  associations  (University
orum  for  Human  Resource  Development  (UFHRD))  regarding
he  need  for  and  importance  of  training,  exert  a  normative
ressure  on  companies  to  train  their  managers,  and  establish
tandards  of  appropriate  behavior  regarding  the  same.  The
act  that  managers  responsible  for  making  decisions  on  train-
ng  share  these  standards  as  acceptable  necessary  training
n  their  company  is  a  support  that  is  considered  crucial  to
he  implementation  of  any  human  resource  practice  (Stirpe
t  al.,  2013).
In  addition  to  this  normative  pressure,  the  growing  suc-
ess  of  professional  networks,  through  which  managers
aintain  a  high  degree  of  connectedness,  becomes  ever
ore  important  (Guler  et  al.,  2002;  Brandes  et  al.,  2006).
he  participation  of  companies,  and  in  particular  mem-
ers  of  management,  in  social  networks,  or  membership  in
rofessional  associations  in  which  information,  beliefs  and
alues  are  shared,  favors  certain  organizational  behaviors
nd  acts  as  an  engine  for  distributing  business  practices
DiMaggio  and  Powell,  1991),  as  has  been  demonstrated  for
he  adoption  of  quality  systems  (Westphal  et  al.,  1997),  or
t
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f  certain  human  resource  practices  (Murphy  and  Southey,
003;  Pasamar  and  Valle,  2011).  The  greater  the  par-
icipation  in  professional  networks,  membership  in  trade
ssociations  or  contact  with  international  consultants  (Som,
007),  the  greater  the  likelihood  that  training  programs  for
anagers  will  be  implemented,  given  the  widespread  belief
mong  professional  associations  and  consultants  that  more
ffort  in  management  training  enhances  their  capabilities
Collins  and  Holton,  2004).
This  leads  us  to  propose  Hypothesis  1B:
ypothesis  1B.  Normative  pressures,  due  to  the  existence
f  professional  associations  linked  to  the  areas  of  human
esources,  have  a  positive  inﬂuence  on  the  implementation
f  training  programs  for  managers.
ultural-cognitive  domain:  source  mimetic  pressures
he  pressures  from  the  cognitive  domain  are  closely  related
o  the  imitation  of  certain  behaviors  that  are  accepted  as
alid  and  are  given  value  on  account  of  the  fact  that  they
re  integral  to  reference  frameworks  (Scott,  2001).
So,  although  there  are  stronger  or  weaker  pressures  that
onstrain  the  behavior  of  organizations,  there  are  times
hen  their  response  to  these  pressures  is  to  mimic  the
ehavior  of  organizations  that  have  the  status  of  leaders,
r  have  a  certain  prestige  in  the  environment  as  pioneers  in
he  application  of  certain  practices  or  strategies.  According
o  DiMaggio  and  Powell  (1991)  this  response  usually  occurs
hen  the  business  faces  a  highly  uncertain  situation,  and
he  organization  copies  practices  that  have  been  successful
n  other  known  or  legitimate  organizations  and  in  which  they
ave  conﬁdence,  creating  a  situation  of  mimetic  isomor-
hism,  with  the  ultimate  goal  of  obtaining  social  legitimacy
Paauwe  and  Boselie,  2003).
Thus,  the  imitation  of  the  behavior  of  leaders  and
uccessful  companies  in  a  sector  has  proven  to  be  a  deter-
ining  factor  in  the  behavior  of  other  businesses  (Tolbert
nd  Zucker,  1983;  Teo  et  al.,  2003;  Delmas  and  Toffel,
004)  and  decisions  about  certain  human  resource  prac-
ices  (Osterman,  1994;  Kostova  and  Roth,  2002;  Pasamar  and
alle,  2011).
In  this  sense,  the  uncertainty  in  which  decisions  about  the
raining  of  managers  are  made  means  that,  at  least  in  the
ost  vulnerable  organizations  in  situations  of  uncertainty,
hey  choose  to  imitate  those  companies  that  have  a  train-
ng  plan  for  their  directors  and  are  followed  as  role  models
Combs  et  al.,  2009).  This  is  intended  to  eliminate  the  risk
ssociated  with  the  uncertainty  of  training  managers  with-
ut  knowing  if  positive  results  will  be  obtained.  Moreover,
he  importance  that  most  organizations  in  a  sector  give  to
peciﬁc  actions  explains  and  determines  adoption  (Fennell
nd  Alexander,  1987;  Honnig  and  Karlsson,  2004;  Brandes
t  al.,  2006;  Magán  and  Céspedes,  2007).  So,  on  this  basis
e  propose  Hypothesis  1C:
ypothesis  1C.  Mimetic  pressures,  based  on  the  uncer-
ainty  in  the  environment  and  monitoring  leaders  in  the
ector,  have  a  positive  inﬂuence  on  the  implementation  of
raining  programs  for  managers.
The  decision  to  train  managers  can  therefore  be
 response  to  the  inﬂuence  of  any  or  all  of  these
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mechanisms  of  institutional  pressure.  However,  the  inﬂu-
ence  of  these  pressures  does  not  exclude  the  possibility
that  there  may  be  other  factors  that  determine  this  deci-
sion.  The  well  known  characteristic  of  complementarity,
which  is  a  feature  of  institutional  theory,  with  the  rational-
economic  approach  (Oliver,  1997;  Clemens  and  Douglas,
2005;  Paauwe,  2004;  Boselie,  2009),  suggests  that  there
may  be  two  complementary  mechanisms,  as  described  by
Bansal  and  Roth  (2002)  operating  in  the  environment  of
the  company  and  shaping  its  performance.  One  mechanism
reacts  to  institutional  pressures,  whereby  the  company  inﬂu-
enced  by  such  pressures  decides  to  train  managers  to  obtain
the  approval  of  the  environment  in  terms  of  greater  legiti-
macy,  may  combine  with  a  second  mechanism  related  to  the
competitive  pressures  of  environment,  so  that  an  economic-
rational  approach  states  it  would  lead  companies  to  train
their  managers  to  obtain  an  improvement  in  organizational
performance.
This  would  lead  us  to  consider  the  approaches  of
economic-rational  approach  as  an  element  that  may  inﬂu-
ence  the  decision  to  train  managers.  So  Hypothesis  1D  can
be  expressed  as  follows:
Hypothesis  1D.  Competitive  pressures  associated  with
market  competition  and  the  need  to  obtain  competitive
advantage  have  a  positive  inﬂuence  on  the  implementation
of  training  programs  for  managers.
Management  training,  legitimacy  and
organizational  performance
The  inﬂuence  of  institutional  pressures  on  management
training  makes  sense  as  long  as  organizations  are  consid-
ered  to  be  social  and  cultural  entities  that  are  embedded  in
a  broader  context  in  which  they  seek  approval  of  the  socially
constructed  environment  in  which  they  operate,  thus  steer-
ing  the  behavior  of  seeking  legitimacy  (DiMaggio  and  Powell,
1991;  Paauwe  and  Boselie,  2007).
It is  therefore  legitimacy,  considered  consistency
between  organizational  values  and  socially  accepted  values
(Scott,  2001),  the  key  point  of  institutional  theory,  just  as
efﬁciency  is  the  focus  of  the  economic-rational  approach.
Therefore  legitimacy  becomes  the  engine  of  institutional
theory,  as  it  relates  to  the  way  in  which  organizations  seek  to
adapt  to  social  expectations  to  gain  acceptance,  such  accep-
tance  facilitating  the  success  and  survival  of  organizations
(Meyer  and  Rowan,  1977).
This  perspective  explains  that  companies  make  the  deci-
sion  to  train  their  managers  in  an  effort  to  secure  legitimacy
and  ﬁt  in  with  established  values,  rather  than  in  the  pur-
suit  of  organizational  effectiveness,  so  that  the  company
would  be  legitimated  by  institutional  actors  related  to  the
widespread  perception  that  the  actions  of  the  organization
are  desirable,  proper,  and  according  to  socially  constructed
systems  of  norms,  values  and  deﬁnitions  (Suchman,  1995).
Different  institutional  actors  that  businesses  confront,
and  on  whose  approval  their  legitimacy  ultimately  depends,
can  be  grouped  according  to  their  origin  on  two  dimensions,
so  that  companies  can  simplify  the  sources  of  approval  to
which  they  are  subject:  external  and  internal  (Ruef  and
Scott,  1998;  Kostova,  1999).
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The  government,  trade  unions,  business  and  professional
ssociations,  and  public  opinion  are  the  main  external
ources  of  approval  for  companies  that  choose  to  train  their
anagers.  On  the  other  hand,  managers,  workers,  shop
tewards  and  shareholders  are  some  of  the  leading  sources
f  internal  legitimacy  for  the  company,  so  the  decision  to
rain  managers  will  depend  upon  the  approval  of  the  man-
gers  themselves  and  other  workers  who  see  the  company
nvesting  in  their  development.
Thus,  the  social  approval  of  these  actors  usually  results
n  a  strengthening  of  relationships  between  them  (Thomas,
005;  Certo  and  Hodge,  2007),  so  that,  although  the  decision
o  train  managers  is  taken  for  reasons  other  than  increasing
fﬁciency,  responding  to  social  pressures,  it  could  still  be
 wise  decision,  because  it  may  beneﬁt  the  organization  in
erms  of  greater  legitimacy.
On the  other  hand,  as  indicated  above,  the  institutional
nd  rational  economic  approaches  are  not  mutually  exclu-
ive,  so  obtaining  greater  legitimacy  does  not  preclude
mprovements  in  the  results  obtained  in  economic  terms.
Based  on  these  considerations,  Hypothesis  2 is  proposed
s  follows:
ypothesis  2A.  Efforts  in  management  training  will  have
 positive  effect  on  the  external  legitimacy.
ypothesis  2B.  Efforts  in  management  training  will  have
 positive  effect  on  internal  legitimacy.
ypothesis  2C.  Efforts  in  training  managers  will  have  a
ositive  effect  on  organizational  performance.
In  addition  to  legitimacy,  the  institutional  perspective
lso  includes  the  improvement  of  organization  performance.
hus,  the  rationale  behind  corporate  behavior  that  enhances
egitimacy  lies  in  the  fact  that  those  organizations  that  are
egitimized  in  their  environment  ensure  their  survival  (Meyer
nd  Rowan,  1977;  DiMaggio  and  Powell,  1983;  Meyer  and
cott,  1983).  This  proposition,  which  is  central  to  institu-
ional  theory,  implies  that  although  the  organization  bases
ts  decision  to  train  managers  on  the  pursuit  of  organiza-
ional  efﬁciency,  in  seeking  legitimacy  by  responding  to  the
ressures  of  institutional  actors,  such  as  government,  social
artners,  professional  and  business  associations,  employ-
es,  ofﬁcers  and  shareholders,  the  company  gets  approval,
nd  strengthens  its  relationships  with  these  actors,  ensur-
ng  its  survival  (Baum  and  Oliver,  1991),  thereby  producing
mprovements  in  organizational  results  in  economic  terms
Harris,  2007).
From  this  point  of  view,  legitimacy  is  a  means  rather  than
n  end  (Dacin  et  al.,  2007).  Companies  with  greater  legit-
macy  have  strengthened  relationships  with  institutional
ctors  (Thomas,  2005;  Certo  and  Hodge,  2007),  which  ulti-
ately  leads  to  improved  organizational  results.
So,  this  suggests  Hypothesis  3:
ypothesis  3A.  The  external  legitimacy  accruing  to  orga-
izations  by  conducting  training  of  their  managers  has  a
ositive  inﬂuence  on  organizational  results.ypothesis  3B.  The  internal  legitimacy  accruing  to  orga-
izations  by  conducting  training  of  their  managers  has  a
ositive  inﬂuence  on  organizational  results.
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These  three  hypotheses  and  their  corresponding  sub-
ypotheses  are  summarized  in  the  theoretical  model  set  out
n  Fig.  2.
The  empirical  testing  of  this  model  makes  it  possible  to
elve  into  the  reasons  why  companies  train  their  managers,
larifying  which  are  the  factors  that  inﬂuence  the  decision
o  undertake  training  and  what  is  the  effect  of  the  training
n  indicators  of  outcomes  --  internal  and  external  legitimacy
nd  organizational  results  --  and  if  legitimacy  explains  the
mprovement  in  organizational  outcomes.
ethodology
ample  and  data  collection
he  population  is  composed  of  Spanish  companies  in  the
ectors  of  industry  and  services  with  more  than  150  employ-
es,  and  consists  of  a  total  of  5800  companies.  The  sampling
rame  for  selection  was  the  SABI  database  compiled  by  the
ompany  INFORMA  SA.3
The  information  was  collected  through  a  mail  survey  with
elephone  follow-up.  Field  work  was  conducted  between  15
pril  and  30  July,  2008,  using  a  questionnaire  addressed
o  the  director  of  training  and,  in  his  or  her  absence,  to
he  director  of  human  resources.  3744 valid,  completed
3 The database contains more than 100,000 industrial and service
ompanies, of which 5800 have more than 150 employees. From
hese we selected a random simple to represent the original popu-
ation of companies.
4 In the end, 48.5% of companies in the sample have between 150
nd 250 employees, and 51.5% more than 250 employees.
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uestionnaires  were  collected,  which  gives  a  response  rate
f  6.36%.  The  sampling  error  is  5  percentage  points  with  a
onﬁdence  level  of  95.5%.5
The  requested  information  and  the  analyses  refer  are
elated  to  managers  for  several  reasons.  First,  the  focus  of
nalysis  is  on  a  homogeneous  group  of  employees,  so  that
he  factors  inﬂuencing  the  decision  to  train,  and  further
ndicators  measuring  legitimacy  are  homogeneous,  and  con-
istent  with  the  group  of  managers.  Second,  the  importance
f  training  for  this  group  has  been  assumed  in  management
ecision  making,  brand  guidelines  for  action  and,  very  often,
hey  are  leaders  in  their  respective  areas.  And  third,  we
elieve  that  this  is  a  group  of  workers  who  can  be  inﬂuenced
y  both  types  of  pressures,  competitive  and  institutional
like.
ariables  and  measurements
nstitutional  pressures  on  managers  are  conceived  to  be  a
ultidimensional  scale  (Annex  I),  similar  to  the  scale  pro-
osed  for  coercive  pressures  (DiMaggio  and  Powell,  1983;
oselie  et  al.,  2003;  Hartcourt  et  al.,  2005;  Som,  2007).  The
cale  has  been  tested  for  the  composite  reliability,   =  0.76,c
nd  average  variance  extracted,  ave  =  0.51  and  these  con-
orm  to  the  values  recommended  in  the  literature  (Fornell
nd  Larcker,  1981;  Bagozzi  and  Yi,  1988,  2012).
5 There are no statistically signiﬁcant differences between the
ompanies in the population and the simple in terms of total cap-
tal, turnover, return on sales, economic return or total proﬁts,
rom which it is possible to conclude that the sample represents
he population and there is no response bias.
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The  measurement  scale  for  normative  pressures  is  based
on  DiMaggio  and  Powell  (1991)  and  Campbell  (2006). Com-
posite  reliability,  c =  0.76,  and  average  variance  extracted,
ave  =  0.51,  were  tested.
The  scale  for  mimetic  pressures  is  derived  from  Kostova
and  Roth  (2002),  Teo  et  al.  (2003),  and  Brandes  et  al.
(2006).  Composite  reliability,  c =  0.76,  and  average  vari-
ance  extracted,  ave  =  0.51,  were  tested.
Competitive  pressures  are  measured  using  a  subjective
indicator  derived  from  the  proposal  made  by  Paauwe  (2004).
The  scale  is  adapted  using  the  competitive  factors  most  fre-
quently  associated  with  training  in  the  literature,  improving
the  qualiﬁcations  of  human  resources,  improving  produc-
tivity  and  enhancing  engagement.  (Composite  reliability:
c =  0.88;  and  average  variance  extracted,  ave  =  0.72).
The  company  training  effort  is  measured  by  the  percent-
age  of  senior  managers  trained  in  the  course  of  a  year.
To  measure  the  legitimacy,  two  variables  were  used  to
collect  the  two  dimensions:  external  legitimacy  and  inter-
nal  legitimacy  (Annex  I),  using  multi-item  scales  that  reﬂect
the  perception  of  the  company  in  terms  of  improving  differ-
ent  aspects  related  to  the  external  and  internal  legitimacy.
The  items  used  to  measure  each  aspect  of  legitimacy  refer  to
the  institutional  actors  who  are  seen  as  the  sources  of  legit-
imacy,  and  are  adapted  from  the  proposals  made  by  Ruef
and  Scott  (1998),  Kostova  and  Zaheer  (1999)  and  Dacin  et  al.
(2007),  as  well  as  the  main  empirical  work  on  organizational
legitimacy  (Thomas,  2005;  Certo  and  Hodge,  2007)  (com-
posite  reliability:  c =  0.83,  and  average  variance  extracted:
ave  =  0.56,  for  external  legitimacy  and  composite  reliability:
c =  0.86,  and  average  variance  extracted,  ave  =  0.61,  for  the
internal  legitimacy).
For  the  measurement  of  ﬁrm  performance  we  used  an
indicator  that  reﬂects  the  proﬁtability  of  sales,  overall  pro-
ﬁtability  and  ﬁnancial  performance  of  the  companies  in  the
sample,  measured  as  the  average  value  for  each  year  from
2007  to  2011  using  information  from  the  SABI  database  for
those  years.  Composite  reliability  is  c =  0.92  and  average
variance  extracted,  ave  =  0.80.
Reliability  and  validity  of  the  scales  used
The  evaluation  of  the  measurement  model  followed  a  two
step  procedure  as  recommended  by  Anderson  and  Gerbing
(1988).  In  the  ﬁrst  stage,  the  measurement  model  was  esti-
mated  using  conﬁrmatory  factor  analysis  (CFA)  to  test  the
goodness  of  ﬁt  of  the  measurement  scales  (Fornell  and
Larcker,  1981;  Anderson  and  Gerbing,  1988).  Many  studies
have  used  CFA  to  test  the  psychometric  properties  of  mea-
surement  scales  (Alegre  et  al.,  2006;  Gerbing  and  Anderson,
1988).  Montoya-Weiss  and  Calantone  (1994)  recommended
this  method  for  testing  individual  item  reliability,  internal
consistency  and  scale  reliability,  and  the  analysis  of  the  aver-
age  variance  extracted  for  discriminant  validity  (Annex  II).
In  this  case,  CFA  was  used  with  the  method  of  maximum
likelihood  estimation,  as  it  is  the  most  appropriate  method
when  the  normality  of  the  data  is  not  certain,  as  in  this  case
(Chou  et  al.,  1991;  Hu  et  al.,  1992;  West  et  al.,  1995).
We  used  the  indicators  proposed  by  Fornell  and  Larcker
(1981)  and  Bagozzi  and  Yi  (1988,  2012)  of  average  variance
extracted  (ave)  and  composite  reliability  (c) respectively.
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n  this  case,  the  method  offers  similar  indicators  of  ﬁt
hich  are  more  rigorous  than  other  methods  using  the
atorra--Bentler  Chi  Square  distribution  statistic  (Satorra
nd  Bentler,  1994),  as  the  literature  suggests  (Hair  et  al.,
006;  West  et  al.,  1995).  The  quality  of  the  ﬁt  is  the  cor-
espondence  between  the  variance-covariance  between  the
bserved  matrix  and  the  estimated  (measurement)  matrix.
FA  simultaneously  evaluates  the  multidimensional  nature
nd  the  reliability  of  the  measurement  of  each  construct
nd  dimension.
CFA  adjustment  measures  were  estimated  using  EQS
.6.1.  The  indicators  are  within  the  parameters  recom-
ended  in  the  literature  (Podsakoff  et  al.,  2003;  Hoyle
nd  Panter,  1995;  Anderson  and  Gerbing,  1988;  Fornell
nd  Larcker,  1981),  so  there  is  a good  and  robust  ﬁt  for
he  measurement  model  (Satorra--Bentler  2 (209)  =  276.54
p  =  0.001),  NFI  =  0.91,  NNFI  =  0.97,  CFI  =  0.98,  IFI  =  0.98,
MSEA  =  0.03).  The  NFI,  NNFI,  CFI,  and  IFI,  statistics  are
igher  than  0.9  and  RMSEA  is  less  than  0.08,  as  recommended
n  the  literature,  and  whether  they  have  been  estimated  in
 robust  form  or  not.
If we  focus  on  the  analysis  of  individual  indicators  for
ach  item,  all  have  signiﬁcant  values  of  the  standardized
oefﬁcient  at  a  level  of  95%  (p  <  0.05)  conﬁdence.  Based
n  the  obtained  results  we  can  conclude  that  the  model  is
uitable  for  measuring  the  constructs  speciﬁed.
As  for  the  reliability  and  internal  consistency  of  each
cale,  we  see  that  all  scales  have  a  suitable  value  of  com-
osite  reliability  (c),  as  Fornell  and  Larcker  (1981),  Bagozzi
nd  Yi  (1988,  2012)  propose,  which  is  greater  than  0.6.  With
espect  to  the  average  variance  extracted  (ave),  all  scales
re  higher  than  the  recommended  limit  of  0.5.
Finally  the  validity  of  the  measurement  model  was  tested
sing  content  validity  and  construct  validity.  Following  the
ecommendations  of  Fornell  and  Larcker  (1981)  discriminant
alidity  was  conﬁrmed.
esults
n  Table  1  the  means  and  standard  deviations  and  correla-
ions  between  variables  of  the  model  (Fig.  2)  are  presented.
igniﬁcant  positive  correlations  between  the  main  variables
re  observed.
The  proposed  structural  equation  model  (SEM)  has  been
stimated  as  recommended  by  Byrne  (2006)  and  shows
hat  the  measures  of  ﬁt  of  the  structural  equation  model
SEM)  are  within  the  parameters  recommended  in  the
iterature,  so  there  is  a  good  ﬁt  (Satorra--Bentler  2
276)  =  478.71  (p  =  0.000),  NFI  =  0.86,  NNFI  = 0.92,  CFI  =  0.93,
FI  =  0.93,  RMSEA  =  0.05).
In  Fig.  3  and  Table  2, structural  parameters  estimated
etween  the  variables  forming  the  structural  equation
odel  are  shown.  In  view  of  the  estimated  structural  param-
ters,  it  is  found  that  the  coercive  pressures  have  no
igniﬁcant  inﬂuence  on  the  percentage  of  managers  trained
  =  −0.03,  p  >  0.1),  which  leads  us  to  reject  Hypothesis  1A.
t  cannot  be  argued  that  national  service  training  agree-
ents,  collective  agreements  or  union  inﬂuence  have  a
igniﬁcant  positive  inﬂuence  on  the  implementation  of  train-
ng  programs  for  managers,  contrary  to  the  argument  of
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Table  1  Means,  standard  deviations  and  correlations.
Mean  Standard
deviations
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8
1  Industry  0.50  0.50  1
2 %  Managers  trained  55.90  33.26  −0.05  1
3 Coercive  pressures  2.33  0.90  −0.02  −0.02  1
4 Normative  pressures  2.17  0.83  −0.05  0.13*** 0.53*** 1
5 Mimetic  pressures  3.22  0.90  0.08  0.13** 0.17*** 0.29*** 1
6 Competitive  pressures  4.23  0.83  0.06  0.15** −0.12  −0.03  0.3*** 1
7 External  legitimacy  2.43  0.83  0.09  0.07  0.29*** 0.45*** 0.43*** 0.16*** 1
8 Internal  legitimacy 3.62 0.71 0.16*** 0.12** 0.09  0.11* 0.38*** 0.44*** 0.44*** 1
9 Firm  performance 3.08 7.62 0.08 0.41*** −0.08  −0.01  0.21*** 0.12** 0.05  0.14**
Source: Own elaboration.
* p < 0.1.
** p < 0.05.
*** p < 0.01.
Coercive
pressures
Normative
pressures
Mimetic
pressures
Competitive
pressures
0.26***
0.48***
0.32**
0.74***
0.67***
–0.41**
0.71**
–0.17
–0.03
* p < 0.1
** p < 0.05
*** p < 0.001
% managers
trained
External
legitimacy
Internal
legitimacy
Firm
performance
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ource:  Own  elaboration.
arndale  and  Paauwe  (2007)  based  on  studies  in  other
ational  contexts.
Normative  pressures  do  have  a  positive  and  signiﬁcant
ffect  on  the  percentage  of  managers  trained  (  =  0.32,
 <  0.05),  leading  us  to  accept  Hypothesis  1B  in  the  sense
hat  such  pressures  resulting  from  the  existence  of  profes-
ional  associations  linked  to  the  areas  of  human  resources
nd  training,  research  universities  and  professional  insti-
utions  and  the  media  have  a  positive  inﬂuence  on  the
mplementation  of  training  programs  for  managers,  a  result
hat  is  consistent  with  the  approaches  of  Greenwood  et  al.
2002),  Som  (2007)  and  Mazza  and  Alvarez  (2000).
m
huctural  parameters.
Similarly  it  is  found  that  mimetic  pressures  have  a  posi-
ive  and  signiﬁcant  effect  on  the  percentage  of  managers
rained  (  =  0.48,  p  <  0.01),  so  the  Hypothesis  1C  is  also
ccepted,  in  the  sense  of  uncertainty  and  tracking  sector
eaders  positively  inﬂuences  the  conduct  of  training  pro-
rams  for  managers.
In  short,  with  the  exception  of  coercive  pressures,  the
esults  conﬁrm  that  institutional  pressures  (normative  and
imetic)  explain  why  training  programs  oriented  toward
anagement  are  established.
Finally,  we  ﬁnd  that  the  competitive  pressures  also
ave  a  positive  and  signiﬁcant  effect  on  the  percentage  of
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Table  2  Direct  and  indirect  effects  in  the  structural  model.
Independent
variables
Dependent  variables
%  Managers  trained  External  legitimacy  Internal  legitimacy  Firm  performance
Direct  effects Direct
effects
Indirect
effects
Direct
effects
Indirect
effects
Direct
effects
Indirect
effects
Coercive  pressures  −0.03
(0.28)
--  −0.03
(0.28)
--  −0.02
(0.28)
--  −0.01
(0.28)
Normative pressures  0.32**
(2.15)
--  0.14
(1.52)
--  0.22
(1.54)
--  0.09
(1.50)
Mimetic pressures 0.48***
(3.40)
-- 0.36**
(1.96)
--  0.33*
(1.92)
--  0.14*
(1.86)
Competitive
pressures
0.26***
(2.58)
--  0.19***
(1.75)
--  0.18*
(1.72)
--  0.08
(1.70)
% Managers  trained  --  0.74***
(3.85)
--  0.67***
(3.69)
--  0.71**
(2.45)
--
External legitimacy  --  --  --  --  --  −0.41**
(2.53)
--
Internal legitimacy  --  --  --  --  --  −0.17
(1.28)
--
Industry --  --  --  --  --  0.07
(1.22)
--
Source: Own elaboration.
Goodness of ﬁt of robust structural model: Satorra--Bentler 2(276) = 478.71 (p = 0.000), NFI = 0.86, NNFI = 0.92, CFI = 0.93, IFI = 0.93,
RMSEA = 0.05.
* p < 0.1.
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*** p < 0.01. t values in parentheses.
managers  trained  (  =  0.26,  p  <  0.01),  which  allows  us  to
accept  Hypothesis  1D.  This  result  is  consistent  with  the
consideration  arising  from  a  review  of  the  institutional  lit-
erature,  in  the  sense  that  the  existence  of  institutional
pressures  from  the  environment  does  not  preclude  contin-
ued  competitive  action,  and  the  two  kinds  of  pressure  are
not  mutually  exclusive  as  determinants  of  the  organizational
decision  to  implement  training  programs  for  managers.
Hypothesis  2  stated  that  the  percentage  of  trained  man-
agers  has  a  positive  and  signiﬁcant  effect  on  both  the
external  and  internal  legitimacy,  as  a  result  of  which  man-
agement  training  is  desirable  and  consistent  with  the  socially
constructed  systems  of  norms  and  values  (Suchman,  1995)
and  organizational  outcomes  (Fig.  2).  Fig.  3  shows  that
the  percentage  of  trained  managers  has  a  positive  and  sig-
niﬁcant  effect  on  external  legitimacy  (  =  0.74,  p  <  0.01),
conﬁrming  Hypothesis  2A.  There  is  a  similar  effect  on  inter-
nal  legitimacy  (  =  0.67,  p  <  0.01),  which  conﬁrms  Hypothesis
2B.  There  is  also  a  positive  and  signiﬁcant  inﬂuence  on  orga-
nizational  outcomes  (  =  0.71,  p  <  0.05),  so  Hypothesis  2C  is
accepted,  conﬁrming  that  obtaining  legitimacy  (a  key  pillar
of  the  institutional  approach)  and  improvement  of  organi-
zational  outcomes  can  go  hand  in  hand.
In  relation  to  the  effects  of  external  and  internal  orga-
nizational  legitimacy  in  company  results,  it  is  found  that
the  external  legitimacy  has  a  signiﬁcant  negative  inﬂuence
on  results  (  =  −0.41,  p  <  0.05),  which  leads  us  to  reject
Hypothesis  3A.  In  contrast  with  this,  internal  legitimacy  has
w
c
t positive  and  signiﬁcant  effect  on  organizational  outcomes
  =  −0.17,  p  >  0.1),  so  Hypothesis  3B  is  accepted.  These  are
nexpected  results,  given  that  the  review  of  the  literature
Meyer  and  Rowan,  1977;  DiMaggio  and  Powell,  1983;  Meyer
nd  Scott,  1983)  suggested  that  organizations  that  obtain
reater  legitimacy  secure,  albeit  indirectly,  improved  orga-
izational  outcomes.
In  addition,  with  reference  to  the  indirect  effects  of
oercive,  normative,  mimetic  and  competitive  pressure
n  each  of  the  indicators  (external  legitimacy,  internal
egitimacy  and  organizational  outcomes)  Table  2  indicates
hat  mimetic  pressures  (  =  0.36,  p  < 0.05)  and  competitive
ressures  (  =  0.19,  p  <  0.1)  have  a  positive  and  signiﬁcant
ndirect  effect  on  external  legitimacy,  indicating  that  other
nstitutional  pressures  (coercive  and  regulations)  do  not
nﬂuence  external  legitimacy  in  a  signiﬁcant  way.
The  same  occurs  with  the  internal  legitimacy,  which  is
o  say  that  mimetic  pressures  (  =  0.33,  p  <  0.1)  and  com-
etitive  pressures  (  =  0.18,  p  <  0.1)  have  a  positive  and
igniﬁcant  indirect  effect  on  internal  legitimacy,  while  coer-
ive  and  normative  pressures  do  not  inﬂuence  internal
egitimacy  in  a  signiﬁcant  way.
Finally,  mimetic  pressures  (  =  0.14,  p  <  0.1)  have  a  posi-
ive  and  signiﬁcant  indirect  effect  on  organizational  results,
hile  institutional  and  competitive  pressures  do  not  signiﬁ-
antly  inﬂuence  organizational  outcomes.
In  short,  normative  pressures  have  a  clear  inﬂuence  on
he  percentage  of  managers  trained,  but  not  on  indicators  of
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egitimacy  or  organizational  outcome.  Similarly,  competitive
ressures  inﬂuence  the  percentage  of  managers  trained,  but
o  not  affect  organizational  results,  even  if  they  do  have  an
ndirect  effect  on  external  and  internal  legitimacy.  Finally,
imetic  pressures  have  a  clear  inﬂuence  on  the  percentage
f  managers  trained  and  also  an  indirect  effect  on  the  indi-
ators  of  internal  and  external  legitimacy  and  organizational
utcomes  (Table  2).
iscussion and  conclusions
his  work  starts  from  the  ambiguous  relationship  between
ffort  on  training  managers  and  non-managers  personnel  and
he  performance  of  organizations.  The  literature  does  not
each  deﬁnitive  conclusions,  ﬁnding  that  there  is  no  con-
lusive  empirical  evidence  on  the  impact  of  training  staff
and  the  training  of  managers  in  particular)  on  the  outcome
ndicators  of  the  organization:  productivity,  quality,  ﬁnan-
ial  results,  and  so  on.  This  is  conﬁrmed  by  the  work  of
aul  and  Anantharaman  (2003),  Audea  et  al.  (2005),  Mabey
nd  Ramirez  (2005),  Zheng  et  al.  (2006),  Ghebregiorgis  and
arsten  (2007)  and  Van  Eerde  et  al.  (2008),  among  others.
his  has  led  us  to  seek  explanations  that  incorporate  con-
extual  factors  into  the  analysis  to  explain  both  the  decision
o  conduct  managers  training  activities,  and  the  objectives
hat  companies  hope  to  achieve  by  training  their  managers.
Thus  we  conclude  that  it  is  appropriate  to  extend  the
heoretical  framework  underpinning  most  studies,  human
apital  theory  or  resource-based  view  theory,  by  introducing
ew  perspectives  that  take  into  account  the  role  of  social
nd  contextual  factors  in  the  relationship  between  training
nd  organizational  performance,  in  line  with  the  approaches
f  Paauwe  (2004),  Stavrou  and  Brewster  (2005), Paauwe  and
oselie  (2007)  and  Boselie  (2009).  We  thus  extend  current
heory  by  introducing  institutional  theory  into  the  analysis.
This  approach  addresses  the  inﬂuence  of  factors  that
ave  not  been  taken  into  account  so  far  by  the  analysis  based
n  competitive  advantage,  which  has  studied  the  relation-
hips  between  managers  training  and  organizational  results.
his  extended  analysis  includes  the  consideration  of  insti-
utional  pressures  --  coercive,  mimetic  and  normative  --
ogether  with  the  competitive  pressures  and  their  role  in  the
usiness  decision  to  implement  training  programs  targeted
oward  managers.  This  approach  highlights  the  extent  to
hich  the  search  for  legitimacy  is  a  result  that  is  achieved  by
raining  managers  and  the  function  of  legitimacy  in  explain-
ng  organizational  outcomes.
Thus,  the  present  study  takes  into  account  the  role
f  national  agreements  on  lifelong  learning,  collective
greements,  the  ﬁnancing  system  of  training  and  union
ressure  as  coercive  pressures,  the  proliferation  of  speciﬁc
cademic  qualiﬁcations  for  human  resource  professionals,
he  professionalization  of  the  sector  and  the  active  role
f  national  and  international  comparison  related  training
or  managers  as  normative  pressures,  and  the  activities  of
rofessional  associations,  environmental  uncertainty  and
mpulse  to  copy  the  training  of  managers  implemented  by
ompetitors  in  their  industry,  or  to  follow  the  most  suc-
essful  companies  in  their  sector  that  implement  managers
raining  as  mimetic  pressures.
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Since  we  consider  that  there  may  be  two  types  of  moti-
ation,  competitive  pressures  and  institutional  pressures,  in
he  decision  on  managers  training,  it  is  reasonable  to  sug-
est  that  there  are  two  types  of  objectives  that  ﬁrms  pursue
hen  training  their  managers.  So  while  the  economic-
ational  perspective  emphasizes  improved  organizational
utcomes,  the  institutional  perspective  argues  that  compa-
ies  train  their  managers  to  increase  their  legitimacy,  as
eyer  and  Rowan  (1977), Scott  (2001)  and  Paauwe  (2004)
ndicate.
It has  been  found  that  the  effort  invested  in  managers
raining  (i.e.  the  percentage  of  managers  trained)  is  driven
y  institutional  pressures  (normative  and  mimetic)  and  com-
etitive  pressures.  The  limited  role  of  coercive  pressures
n  the  Spanish  context,  unlike  the  ﬁndings  of  Farndale  and
aauwe  (2007)  in  other  national  contexts,  should  be  noted.
n  contrast,  the  present  study  identiﬁes  the  importance  of
imetic  pressures.  The  mimetic  behavior  of  ﬁrms  in  relation
o  managers  training  may  be  due  to  the  fact  that,  as  pointed
ut  Love  and  Cebon  (2008), the  last  to  adopt  an  extended
ractice  often  do  so  for  institutional  reasons.  According
o  Combs  et  al.  (2009),  ambiguity  about  the  economic
ffectiveness  of  training  explains  this  mimetic  behavior  of
rms,  as  they  come  to  believe  that  by  providing  training
o  a  greater  number  of  managers  will  improve  organiza-
ional  results.  However,  the  results  conﬁrm  that  normative
ressures  also  explain  the  implementation  of  training  pro-
rams  for  managers  to  a  signiﬁcant  extent,  according  to  the
pproaches  of  Som  (2007),  in  addition  to  any  effect  found
or  competitive  pressures,  which  supports  the  theoretical
pproach  used,  in  the  sense  that  institutional  pressures  and
ompetitive  pressures  may  be  complementary  rather  than
utually  exclusive,  as  argued  by  Oliver  (1997),  Paauwe  and
oselie  (2005)  and  Berrone  et  al.  (2007).
The  present  study  also  conﬁrms  that  the  percentage  of
rained  managers  has  a positive  and  signiﬁcant  inﬂuence  on
he  external  and  internal  legitimacy  of  the  company,  which
ustiﬁes  the  approach  of  institutional  theory  in  the  sense
hat  companies  perform  training,  not  only  for  reasons  of
rganizational  efﬁciency,  but  also  trying  to  gain  legitimacy
y  adapting  to  social  expectations  to  gain  acceptance.  This
esult  is  consistent  with  those  obtained  by  Meyer  and  Rowan
1977), Suchman  (1995)  and  Rao  et  al.  (2001).
It  was  also  found  that  the  percentage  of  trained  man-
gers  has  a  positive  effect  on  organizational  outcomes,
hich  again  indicates  the  complementarity  of  institutional
pproaches  and  the  economic-rational  perspective.  In  short,
t  is  conceivable  that  ﬁrms  train  their  managers  not  only
o  pursue  improvements  in  their  results,  but  also  to  adapt
o  socially  accepted  norms  and  values.  In  addition,  to  the
xtent  that  the  training  of  managers  advances  such  adapta-
ion  and  the  search  for  legitimacy,  companies  may  pay  less
ttention  to  organizational  performance  and,  consequently,
his  could  explain  why  there  is  an  ambiguous  relationship
etween  training  --  of  staff  in  general  and  of  senior  staff
n  particular  --  in  the  results  of  previous  research.  Earlier
tudies  have  conﬁned  themselves  to  analyzing  the  effect  of
raining  on  organizational  performance  from  an  economic
erspective.
Our  results  conﬁrm  the  positive  effect  of  internal
nd  external  legitimacy  on  organizational  outcomes,  as
roposed  by  institutional  theory,  which  argues  that  those
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organizations  that  are  legitimized  by  their  environment
ensure  their  survival  (Meyer  and  Rowan,  1977;  DiMaggio
and  Powell,  1983;  Meyer  and  Scott,  1983).  This  proposi-
tion,  which  is  central  to  institutional  theory,  implies  that
although  an  organization  may  base  its  decision  to  train
managers  on  the  pursuit  of  organizational  efﬁciency,  in
seeking  legitimacy  through  the  acceptance  of  the  pressures
from  institutional  actors,  the  company  gets  approval,
strengthening  relations  with  those  actors,  which  leads  to
better  results  (Baum  and  Oliver,  1991).  This  conceptual
approach  is  not  conﬁrmed  in  the  Spanish  companies  studied,
and  the  results  of  the  present  study  contrast  with  those
obtained  by  Barreto  and  Baden-Fuller  (2006)  for  Portugal,
which  could  be  a  result  of  the  fact  that  training  is  overly
geared  to  obtaining  legitimacy,  ignoring  other  speciﬁc
business  needs,  meaning  that  the  effects  of  training  are
poorly  internalized.  This  is  an  explanation  that  has  been
put  forward  by  De  Kok  (2002)  and  Hillebrand  et  al.  (2011).
However,  further  work  will  be  needed  to  examine  the
reasons  for  this  result,  which  is  not  consistent  with  ﬁndings
from  studies  conducted  in  other  countries.
In  view  of  this  result,  it  can  be  argued  that  the  Span-
ish  companies  studied  here  decide  to  train  their  managers
looking,  ﬁrst,  to  obtain  social  legitimacy  and,  secondly,  to
improve  their  performance.  This  does  not,  however,  explain
the  link  between  legitimation  and  organizational  efﬁciency,
or  the  lack  of  it.
Why  do  companies  train  their  managers?  It  is  clear  that
institutional  pressures  (normative  and  mimetic)  inﬂuence
the  decision  to  train  managers,  which  can  be  justiﬁed
by  improvements  in  external  and  internal  legitimacy,  but
empirically  this  relationship  is  only  effective  for  mimetic
pressures  and  their  effect  on  the  external  and  internal  legiti-
macy  through  managers  training.  Therefore  it  would  be  wise
to  exercise  caution  with  Spanish  companies  when,  following
the  approach  of  Meyer  and  Rowan  (1977)  and  DiMaggio  and
Powell  (1983),  we  assert  that  companies  train  their  man-
agers,  because  the  other  companies  in  the  industry  do  so,  in
order  to  gain  greater  legitimacy.
This  work  conﬁrms  that  the  broader  perspective  of  the
study  of  training  and  its  inﬂuence  on  organizational  out-
comes,  incorporating  contextual  approach  to  institutional
theory,  gives  a  more  complete  picture  of  picture  of  the
r
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c
m
t
A
Description  of  the  items
Competitive  pressures,  coercive  pressures,  normative  pressures
middle managers)  have  been  measured  using  the  following  scal
Coercive  pressures
PC1.  Compliance  with  legal  regulations
PC2.  Offer  subsidized  training
PC3.  Union  pressure253
actors  that  inﬂuence  managers  training.  So,  this  study  has
ncorporated  an  institutional  perspective  on  the  theoretical
nd  explanatory  analysis,  and  has  provided  empirical  tests
f  this  broader  relationship  between  institutional  pressures
nd  competitive  pressures  and  the  effort  to  train  managers,
s  well  as  the  effect  of  training  on  indicators  of  legitimacy
nd  organizational  results.  The  present  study  is  the  ﬁrst
esearch  that  examines  these  relationships  in  the  Spanish
ontext,  obtaining  interesting  results  as  to  the  reasons  why
rms  make  their  decisions  about  training  their  managers,
nd  about  the  effect  of  training  on  indicators  of  external
nd  internal  legitimacy  and  the  performance  indicators  for
he  organization.
This  research  has  some  implications  for  companies  man-
gement,  and  managers  should  be  aware  of  the  need  to
ntegrate  competitive  aspects  and  to  implement  training
ctivities  to  meet  the  training  needs  of  the  organization,
ather  than  merely  responding  to  different  types  of  insti-
utional  pressures  (following  industry  leaders  uncritically,
esponding  to  the  funding  system  or  the  existence  of  subsi-
ies,  or  social  considerations  about  training).  By  improving
he  knowledge  and  skills  of  managers,  regardless  of  the
egree  of  transfer  to  the  work  place  of  the  knowledge
nd  skills  acquired  through  training,  the  company  can  add
ositive  value,  as  training  is  seen  as  positive  by  individual
anagers,  as  well  as  by  different  social  partners  and  society
s  a  whole.
This  study  has  some  limitations.  From  a  conceptual  per-
pective,  the  lack  of  empirical  studies  on  the  effect  of
anagers  training  on  organizational  outcomes  can  be  seen  as
he  ﬁrst  limitation,  which  this  work  attempts  to  overcome.  A
econd  aspect  of  this  limitation  is  that  this  exploratory  study
as  a  cross-sectional  design,  using  the  data  available  to  test
ypothesis  1. This  makes  it  impossible  to  examine  the  inﬂu-
nce  of  institutional  pressures  on  the  training  effort  in  the
edium  and  long  term.  The  measures  of  institutional  legiti-
acy  and  pressures  are  the  perceptions  of  the  respondents,
nd  are,  therefore,  subjective,  which  may  have  introduced
ome  bias  into  the  results,  in  the  sense  that  the  effect  of
ressure  on  legitimacy  may  have  been  overrated.  For  further
esearch  on  this  problem,  it  would  be  desirable  to  combine
uantitative  data  with  other,  qualitative  data,  introducing
ase  studies  that  would  make  it  possible  to  have  a closer  and
ore  detailed  investigation  of  the  reasons  why  ﬁrms  make
heir  decisions  about  training  their  managers.
nnex I. Measurement scales
 and  mimetic  pressures  of  concern  to  managers  (senior  and
es:
2 N.N.  Esteban-Lloret  et  al.
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P articipation  in  training  activities
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P  corporation
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P ddle  management
P xecutives
(
T t  of  training,  was  measured  using  the  following  scales:
E
L
L
L
L ironment
I
L y
L
L
L
(
T or  which  reﬂects  the  proﬁtability  of  sales,  proﬁtability  and
ﬁ d  as  the  average  value  for  each  in  the  years  2007  to  2011
u
R
R
R
A
V c.e R2 Conﬁdencea
C
0.776  0.601 c =  0.76
a.v.e  =  0.510.643  0.414
0.720  0.518
N
0.728  0.530 c =  0.76
a.v.e  =  0.51icipation  in  training 0.765  0.585
oups  0.646  0.418
M
0.670 0.450 c =  0.76
a.v.e  =  0.51rm  0.724  0.524
0.756  0.571
C54  
ormative  pressures
N1.  Obtaining  quality  certiﬁcation
N2.  Being  a  member  of  business  associations  that  encourage  p
N3. Pressure  from  Professional  Associations
imetic  pressures
M1.  Tracking  of  the  leading  companies  in  the  industry
M2. Consistency  with  the  organizational  culture  of  the  holding
M3.  Importance  of  Training  in  the  ﬁrm  sector
ompetitive  pressures
COM1.  Improve  the  skills  of  its  senior  managers,  middle  mana
COM2.  Improve  the  productivity  of  its  senior  management,  mi
COM3. Increase  involvement  and  engagement  with  company  e
Rank 1  =  lowest,  5  =  highest)
he external  and  internal  legitimacy  of  the  company  as  a  resul
xternal legitimacy
E1.  Reputation  and  image  of  the  company  in  business  circles
E2. Increased  presence  of  the  company  in  the  media
E3.  Relations  with  other  expert  companies  in  training
E4. Acceptance  of  the  company  at  its  closest  geographical  env
nternal  legitimacy
I1.  Commitment  and  employee  identiﬁcation  with  the  compan
I2. Employee  Motivation
I3.  Work  climate
I4.  Employee  Satisfaction
Scale:  1  =  minimal  improvement,  5  =  maximum  improvement)
he  results  of  the  organization  were  measured  using  an  indicat
nancial performance  of  the  companies  in  the  sample,  measure
sing information  from  the  SABI  database  for  these.
O1. Return  on  sales
O2.  Return  on  assets
O3.  Return  on  equity
nnex II. Conﬁrmatory factor analysis
ariable/items  
oercive  Pressures
Compliance  with  legal  regulations  
Offer subsidized  training  
Union pressure  
ormative Pressures
Obtaining  quality  certiﬁcation  
Being a  member  of  business  associations  that  encourage  part
activities
Pressure from  Professional  Associations  or  Industry  Trade  Gr
imetic Pressures
Tracking  of  the  leading  companies  in  the  industry
Consistency  with  the  organizational  culture  of  the  holding  ﬁ
Importance of  Training  in  the  ﬁrm  sector  ompetitive  Pressures
Improve  the  skills  of  its  senior  managers,  middle  managers  
Improve the  productivity  of  its  senior  and  middle  managers  
Increase involvement  and  engagement  with  company  executives  0.844  0.713 c =  0.88
a.v.e  =  0.720.899  0.808
0.797  0.635
,d
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Variable/items  c.e R2 Conﬁdencea
External  legitimacy.  The  training  has  helped  improve  on  .  . .
Reputation  and  image  of  the  company  in  business  circles  0.715  0.512 c =  0.83
a.v.e  =  0.56Increased presence  of  the  company  in  the  media 0.807 0.651
Relations  with  other  expert  companies  in  training  0.764  0.583
Acceptance of  the  ﬁrm  at  its  closest  geographical  environment  0.699  0.489
Internal Legitimacy.  The  training  has  helped  improve  on  .  .  .
Commitment  and  employee  identiﬁcation  with  the  company  0.724  0.524 c =  0.86
a.v.e  =  0.61Employee Motivation  0.773  0.597
Work climate  0.795  0.632
Employee Satisfaction  0.818  0.670
Firm Performance
Return  on  sales 0.858 0.735 c =  0.92
a.v.e  =  0.80Return on  assets  0.954  0.911
Return on  equity  0.863  0.744
Source: Own elaboration
Goodness of ﬁt robust conﬁrmatory factor analysis (CFA): Satorra--Bentler 2 (209) = 276.54 (p = 0.001), NFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.97, CFI = 0.98
IFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.03.
Recommended for a good ﬁt of the data values (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Hoyle and Panter, 1995; Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Fornell an
Larcker, 1981): Satorra--Bentler 2 (p < 0.05), NFI > 0.9, TLI > 0.9, CFI > 0.9, IFI > 0.9, RMSEA < 0.08.
a Scale composite reliability, c = (
∑
i)2 var()/[(
∑
i)2 var() +
∑
ii] (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). Average variance extracted
a.v.e =
∑
i
2 var()/[
∑
i
2 var() +
∑
ii] (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).
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